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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-7 and 9-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "said recipient's software" in line 5. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim, as no mention of the 
recipient's software was-made prior-to the present-oecurrenee. — 

As per claims 7 and 9-13, their dependencies to respective parent claims appear to 
have been misnumbered, as the present dependencies lack antecedent basis or do not 
follow a logical path. Therefore, it is assumed that claim 7 depends on claim 6 instead of 
5, claims 9-12 depend on claim 8 instead of 7, and claim 13 depends on claim 12 instead 
of 11. 

All remaining depending claims are rejected as a result of the dependency. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 1-4 and 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Narain (U.S. 6,535,506) in view of Roberts (U.S. 6,295,55 1), in further view of 
White (U.S. 6,069,890). 

As per claim 1, Narain teaches an electronic mail Internet Protocol telephony 
system comprising: IP telephony hyperlink appended to an email sent to a recipient by a 
user of the system wherein the recipient clicks on the hyperlink to initiate a telephone call 
to the user (column 7, lines 15-30). Narain does not specifically teach a gatekeeper 
interfacing between said recipient's software, wherein said gatekeeper assesses a voice 
communication channel opening request from the recipient, a router service management 
to search a router and send gateway addresses to the recipient, and the capability of the 
gateway to release the voice communication channel and to connect voice packets 
between users through a PSTN. Roberts teaches the limitations of the gatekeeper 
interface between users (column 20, lines 6-24; where the tunneling through the firewall 
constitutes opening a channel requested by the user; where the gatekeeper is interpreted 
as a server controlling communications); a router service management for said gatekeeper 
to search a specific router to send an IP address of a specific gateway to the recipient's 
software (column 6, lines 1-4; where the direction to an appropriate address implies the 
sending of the information. This routing is also well known in the art of Internet 
telephony.); and said specific gateway in communication with the gatekeeper to release 
the voice communication channel to the recipient and to connect voice packets fi*om said 
recipient with a PSTN (column 18, line 60 - column 19, line 2; where the cormecfion of 
voice packets is obvious). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
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at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of the disclosed inventions. The 
motivation to combine teachings Hes in the fact that both Narain and Roberts are from the 
same field of endeavor, namely Internet telephony, and the facilitation of telephone 
communications through the conveniences of the Internet. However, Narain-Roberts 
does not specifically teach a web phone call document containing an IP address of said 
gatekeeper with a designated telephone number of the user. White teaches this limitation 
(column 6, lines 26-45). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine the teachings of the disclosed inventions, and in 
addition, provide a subscription format where the user must authenticate information to 
be allowed access to the system. This aspect is well known in the art, most notably in 
accessing an e-mail account (as fdr~example7"describM~iFU7S7PMMt~6,708^203 to 
Sheldon; column 7, lines 31-39). There is a need to verify whether authorized users have 
access to the system, and thus having an authentication process is obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. The motivation to combine teachings hes in the fact that they are 
all from the same field of endeavor, namely Internet telephony, and the facilitation of 
telephone communications through the conveniences of the Internet. 

As per claim 2, Narain in view of Roberts, in further view of White, teach an e- 
mail IP telephony system as in claim 1 on the basis of obviousness, but does not 
specifically teach the use of a mini-webphone as the recipient's software. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include this 
limitation, as the mini-webphone is a dialup program and is well known in the art, as 
discussed, for example, by Glenn (U.S. 5,907,677), column 2, lines 9-12. There hes an 
obvious need for computer software that allows users to call other phones through the 
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Internet, for this invention to have utihty. This type software is widely used, and is thus 
not patentably distinct. 

As per claim 3, Narain in view of Roberts, in further view of White, teach an e- 
mail IP telephony system as in claim 1, on the basis of obviousness, but does not 
specifically teach the use of Remote Authentication Dial in User Service to authenticate 
and verify subscriber information. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to include this limitation, as "Radius" constitutes a 
login and password process, and is well known in the art, as discussed, for example, by 
Chen (U.S. 6,510,455), column 6, lines 10-24. In any situation where there is sensitive 
information, or a subscription process, or any user account, the use of "Radius" is 
obvious. 

As per claim 4, Narain in view of Roberts, in further view of White, teach an e- 
mail IP telephony system as in claim 1, on the basis of obviousness, wherein said specific 
gateway communicates with said gatekeeper through Transport Control Protocol/Intemet 
Protocol communication suite (Narain: column 7, lines 15-30). 

As per claim 8, Narain-Roberts- White, teach a method for connecting an 
electronic-mail-Intemet Protocol telephone call comprising: an e-mail sender sending an 
e-mail to a recipient with an IP telephony hyperlink appending to said e-mail (Narain: 
column 7, lines 15-30); said e-mail recipient clicking said IP telephony hyperlink to 
initiate a telephone call to the subscriber and to activate a request to open a voice 
communication channel (Narain: column 7, lines 15-30); a system website in 
communication with said IP telephony hyperlink and sending a web phone call document 
to the recipient; wherein said WPC document containing IP address of said gatekeeper 
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with a designated telephone number of user (White: column 6, lines 26-45); and a 
gatekeeper searching for specific router from a router service management and sending 
the IP address of a specific gateway to said recipient's software (column 6, lines 1-4; 
where the direction to an appropriate address implies the sending of the information. 
This routing is also well known in the art of Litemet telephony.). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
teachings of the disclosed inventions, and in addition, provide a subscription format 
where the user must authenticate information to be allowed access to the system, in the 
form of a document containing user information that is sent to an administrative device, 
whereupon the authentication of the information, the user is granted access to the system. 
This aspect is well known in themt, most notably in accessing an e-mail^account, and is 
further discussed in the treatment of claim 1. The motivation to combine teachings lies in 
the fact that they are all from the same field of endeavor, namely Internet telephony, and 
the facilitation of telephone communications through the conveniences of the Internet. 

Claims 9 and 10 are rejected on the same bases as claims 3 and 4 respectively, as 
claims 9 and 10 disclose a method of implementation of the system of claims 3 and 4 
respectively. 

Claims 5 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Narain in view of Roberts, in further view of White, in further view of Verthein (U.S. 
6,487,196). 

As per claim 5, Narain in view of Roberts, in further view of White teaches an e- 
mail IP telephony system as in claim 1 , on the basis of obviousness. Narain-Roberts- 
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White does not specifically teach the limitation where said PSTN is housed at the 
subscriber's locality to avert the subscriber from incurring long distance telephone 
charges. Verthein teaches this limitation (column 2, lines 22-41). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include this 
functionality into the teachings of Narain-Roberts- White, The motivation for doing so 
lies in the fact that the aversion of long-distance charges through Internet telephony is 
well known in the art, and the inclusion of this aspect allows for further convenience of 
use. Further motivation to combine teachings lies in the fact that they are all from the 
same field of endeavor, namely Internet telephony, and the facilitation of telephone 
communications through the conveniences of the Intemet. 

Claim 1 1 is rejected on the same basis as claim 5, as claim 1 1 is a method for 
implementing the system of claim 5. 

Claims 6, 7, 12, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Narain in view of Roberts, in further view of White, in further view of Dekelbaum 
(U.S. 5,838,682). 

As per claims 6 and 7, Narain in view of Roberts, in further view of White teaches 
an e-mail-IP telephony system as in claim 1, on the basis of obviousness, but does not 
specifically teach use of a toll-free and 1-800 telephone number appended as a hyperlink 
on the e-mail. Dekelbaum teaches the use of a toU-fi-ee, 1-800 number as the hyperlink 
(figure 6). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine teachings. The motivation for doing so lies in the fact that all 
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inventions are from the same field of endeavor, namely Internet telephony, and the 
facilitation of telephone communications through the conveniences of the Internet. 

Claims 12 and 13 are rejected on the same basis as claims 6 and 7 respectively, as 
claims 12 and 13 disclose a method of implementation of the system of claims 6 and 7 
respectively. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

a. Swartz (U.S. 6,445,694) teaches an Internet controlled telephone system. 

b. Bogard (U.S. 6,757,365) teaches instant messaging via telephone interfaces. 

c. Ezerzer, et al (U.S. 6,697,858) teaches a call center using a variety of 
interfaces. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tanim Hossain whose telephone number is 703/605-1228, 
or after October 18, 2004, 571/272-3881. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 
am - 5 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal Dharia can be reached on 703/305-4003. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this appHcation or proceeding is assigned is 703/872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Tanim Hossain 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2141 
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